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Introduction
During the last 30 years studying reputation has become the focus of research in various scientific disciplines (Dowling, 1988; Helm, 2007; Wartick, 2002) . This has been additionally spurred on by numerous scandals in the corporate (and academic) world, further reducing the publics' already low opinion of institutions in general (Burke, 2011) . There is a lot of confusion when it comes to defining reputation (Barnett et al., 2006; Lange et al., 2011 ). Bromley's conclusion in 2002 , that the concept of reputation lacks a common definition, still stands today. Reputation is still used as a synonym for terms such as identity, image, prestige, social responsibility, relationships, recommendation, word of mouth and others (Benoit, 2015; Carroll, 2011 Carroll, , 2015 Christensen et al., 2008; Wartick, 2002) . However, in spite of no consensus in definition, it seems that positive effects of reputation are not in question (Helm, 2007; Key, 1995; Rindova et al., 2005; Vidaver-Cohen, 2007) . Reputation is considered a positive asset that creates financial (and other) value for the organization and its stakeholders (Burke, 2011) . Reputation reduces risks, lowers costs and offers numerous other benefits such as organizational success (Rindova et al., 2005) , higher prices for products and services (Vidaver-Cohen, 2007) , higher levels of trust by key publics in crisis situations (Lange et al., 2011) , higher loyalty of consumers and employees (Fombrun, 1996) , and various other positive outcomes (Burke, 2011) .
Globalization is affecting the status that academic institutions have among their key publics (Lake, 2010) . This is additionally underlined by a growing number of scandals happening in the academic world. Today, universities are no longer untouchable sanctuaries of indisputable trust (Rakovski and Levy, 2007; Nealy, 2011) . That is why the concept of reputation is becoming as important in the academic world as it already is in the corporate domain. However, since the rules of operation in academia differ to those in the corporate world, measuring academic reputations is worth a separate analysis. The model of academic reputation measurement, proposed in this paper, applies the principles of reputation formation and measurement to academic institutions, thus offering a framework for analyzing and improving academic reputations.
The motivation behind this study was to explore the possible congruence of an organization's reputation among various stakeholder groups. If there is significant similarity among how stakeholders perceive reputation, it would permit the application of a single instrument among different stakeholders. A unified measurement instrument would then allow easer comparison and a higher level of generalization. This is significant because a potential measure of reputation that can be applied across multiple stakeholder groups offers the opportunity to compare their perceptions and therefore work toward a consistent reputation (Helm, 2007) .
Theoretical overview Defining reputation
Reputation is based on perception of an organization and as such is subjective. It defines the summative experience that key stakeholder or constituent groups have with an organization (Roberts, 2009) . As previously mentioned, the term reputation is commonly used without a clear explanation, operationalization or a unique definition. One of the reasons for this lack of universal definition is the number of scientific disciplines that focus on reputation, such as strategic management, economics, marketing, market research, sociology, psychology and public relations.
One of the most commonly used definitions is one by Fombrun (1996) , in which he defines corporate reputation as a perceptive representation of an organization's previous behaviors as well as an estimate of its future behaviors, i.e. the universal appeal that an organization has for its key constituents in comparison with others. A later extension of this definition added that reputation is an estimate of the way an organization is experienced both, internally, among employees and externally, among Exploring academic reputation other stakeholder groups, within its competitive and institutional surroundings (Fombrun and Van Riel, 1997) .
Corporate reputation is a function of perception, or the attitude toward someone or something by a member of a stakeholder group, and it is based on individuals' assessments in and outside the organization (Highhouse et al., 2009; Schwaiger, 2004; Wartick, 2002) . According to Zyglidopoulos (2001) reputation is a collection of knowledge and emotions connected to a certain activity domain of an organization. Shenkar and Yuchtman-Yaar (1997) define corporate reputation as a combined estimate of a group of individuals that has a broader scope than the estimate of an organization's particular characteristics. Corporate reputation also enables the comparison of organizations (Dowling, 2004) . Even though such assessment is possible, the methodology of measurement and, therefore, comparison is far from successful (Burke, 2011) .
Studies of corporate reputation during the last few decades can be divided into two broad groups (Barnett et al., 2006) . The first approach describes corporate reputation as a synonym to terms such as corporate image and defines it as a collective impression that an organization projects (Kennedy, 1977) . The second approach sees image and reputation as connected but separate constructs (Fombrun, 1996; Rindova, 1997; Semons, 1998) . Corporate image can, according to this group of authors, be defined as a projected image of an organization that does not necessarily represent reality. It is important to add that some of the major elements of organizational reality can be perceived differently by different stakeholders. External stakeholders can, for example, have a much greater interest in an organization's financial health, while internal stakeholders can be primarily focussed on their employment policies. This explains why organizations with a negative reputation among investors, still interest potential employees if the job terms are attractive (Tkalac Verčič and Verčič, 2007) . Corporate reputation is a more robust concept than corporate image: it is "more intimately linked with an organization's 'personality' than the (communicated) image" (Eberl and Schwaiger, 2005, p. 840) : reputation is founded more on behavioral (founded in cognitions) than on symbolic (potentially surrogate) experiences (Grunig, 1993) . Corporate reputation in the academic context can be defined as a subjective and collective recognition, perception, attitude and evaluation of higher education institutions among all key stakeholder groups (internal and external) during a certain period of time, that is based on their past behavior, communication and potential to satisfy expectations in comparison with the competition (Šontaite and Bakanauskas, 2011) .
Measuring reputation
Reputation studies, as part of strategic management, became more frequent during the 1960s (Brown, 1998) . Practitioners were the first to develop instruments and methodologies for measuring corporate reputation by evaluating organizational perceptions (Shamma, 2007) . Fortune magazine developed its questionnaire with which financial analysts evaluated organizations on dimensions such as management quality, product or service quality, innovativeness, long-term investment value, financial stability, the ability to attract, develop and keep talented employees, community and environmental responsibility, financial soundness and use of corporate assets. This questionnaire is still used today under the name Fortune America's Most Admired Companies (Campbell and Sherman, 2010) . Numerous other consultancies and media outlets published (or still publish) their own reputation scales (Ponzi et al., 2011) , but these measurements always have certain methodological limitations. In most cases 162 CCIJ 21,2 reputation is estimated by only one stakeholder group, most often financial analysts or investors. Representativeness of these measures for other stakeholder groups (e.g. the general public) is therefore relatively low. Furthermore, the above-mentioned questionnaires are not constructed as measurement instruments so their psychometric qualities are unknown.
With practitioners' growing interest in a higher level of precision in reputation measurement, academics have become involved. Theoretical studies in the area of reputation measurement can be divided into single-faceted generic measures and multi-faceted specific measures. In the case of single-faceted measures all members of a stakeholder group are asked the same, generic questions about their general perception of the organization (Shamma, 2007) . For example, Wang et al. (2006) presented a generic measure of corporate reputation where they combined the overall perception of past experiences with an organization, perception of how an organization performs compared to other organizations and the perception of an organization's future. Gardberg and Hartwick (1990) evaluated reputation by questioning the relationship that an organization has with its employees, financial investors and the Canadian and American general public. Using one generic measurement, however, does not allow the analysis of specific elements through which stakeholders shape their experience with an organization. Furthermore, using a generic measure reduces the possibility of identifying specific elements that lead to a positive or negative reputation. A need for further analysis led to the development of a series of multi-faceted measures of reputation (Shamma, 2007) .
Presently, one of the most popular measures of corporate reputation is the reputation quotient, developed by Charles Fombrun (Kanto et al., 2013) . Reputation quotient is a multidimensional construct comprised of six dimensions that identify stakeholders' perceptions of an organization's reputation. These dimensions are emotional appeal, products and services, vision and leadership, social responsibility, financial performance and workplace environment (Fombrun et al., 2000) . Helm (2005) developed a similar measure of corporate reputation consisting of ten elements: quality of products, commitment to protecting the environment, corporate success, treatment of employees, customer orientation, commitment to charitable and social issues, value for money of products, financial performance, qualification of management and credibility of advertising claims. There is also a certain number of corporate reputation measures developed from the perspective of corporate marketing. One of the more well known instruments includes the corporate personality scale that measures various characteristics of brand personality, but on a corporate level (Davies et al., 2003) . In this approach, corporation is identified as a person with a particular level of agreeableness, enterprise, competence, chic, ruthlessness, machismo and informality. Davies and Chun (2002) applied a preliminary version of the scale in measuring the difference among internal and external perceptions of the corporate brand. In their extension of the mentioned study Tkalac Verčič and Verčič (2007) used the same scale to show how an aggregate measure of corporate reputation can misrepresent the perceptions of specific stakeholder publics, by mutually annulling them (e.g. if one group has a positive and another group a negative perception, in an averaged result they are reported in one neutral result).
Increased interest in reputation led to progress in measurement techniques (Helm, 2005; Money and Hillenbrand, 2006) . One of the biggest centers of reputation measurement is the Reputation Institute. The approach developed in this institute operationalizes reputation as estimating the level of admiration/trust, confidence and Exploring academic reputation goodwill that judges have toward an organization. Predictors of reputation include organizational performance, quality of products or services, principles of leadership, principles of management, civic activities, workplace climate and approach to innovations. Each of the mentioned characteristics is measured by a set of reputational attributes. The theoretical framework, named RepTrak has been used in a series of studies (Casado et al., 2014; Vidaver-Cohen, 2007 ). The RepTrak model identifies 23 reputational attributes for seven predictors, but authors suggest that it is possible to modify the number of attributes depending on the organization or stakeholder groups measured (Ponzi et al., 2011) .
Even though the RepTrak methodology is mostly applied in corporate settings, Vidaver-Cohen (2007) suggests that the theoretical frame offers enough flexibility to be applied among higher education institutions and therefore can be a starting point for an academic reputation model.
Reputation of academic institutions
The economic surroundings of modern academic institutions are changing rapidly.
Universities of today are fighting for students, professors, ranks, scientific positions, international projects, commercial cooperation and various other goals, all in a very competitive environment. In spite of a clear need for developing and maintaining strong academic reputations with major stakeholder groups (Cornelissen and Thorpe, 2002; Morgeson and Nahrgang, 2007) , managing reputations in an academic setting is still rather unexplored (Corley and Gioia, 2000; Vidaver-Cohen, 2007; Šontaite and Bakanauskas, 2011) .
In the USA there are numerous ranking scales used for measuring the position of a particular university among others. In Europe these types of scales have not been fully adopted, primarily because there is no unified methodology of evaluation. Measurement aside, it is clear that globalization is leading to a unification of the academic environment around the world, which means the best universities are all globally competing for the best students, projects and cooperation.
Principles of reputation measurement and management in the academic world differ to some extent to the measurement and management of corporate reputation (VidaverCohen, 2007) . Studies of academic reputations include both qualitative and quantitative measures in order to determine the relative position of a university or school. Quantitative criteria include variables such as professor productivity, student results, the ratio of students who applied to those admitted, starting salaries as well as offered salaries. Qualitative criteria include perceptions of former students, employers, current and potential students and deans of competing institutions. The most popular ranking tables combine qualitative and quantitative criteria (Vidaver-Cohen, 2007) .
There are various guidelines offered for the improvement of mentioned measures. Recommendations include a conceptual redefinition of the construct of reputation, direct measurement of reputation (instead of measuring mediating variables) and using evaluation measures that are consistent with already validated measures of corporate reputation (Cornelissen and Thorpe, 2002; Policano, 2007) .
Vidaver-Cohen (2007) suggested a conceptual framework for studying business school reputation. The proposed concept draws from the Reputation Institute and as major predictors of corporate reputation offers organizational performance, quality of products and services, leadership characteristics, management procedures, corporate social responsibility procedures, workplace climate and approach to innovations. Each of the mentioned predictors is defined through a set of reputational attributes which 164 CCIJ 21,2 operationalize each of the dimensions. Vidaver-Cohen uses described dimensions to outline a framework for business reputation which includes: level of performance, products, services, leadership, management, workplace climate, corporate social responsibility and innovativeness. Described dimensions were used as the building block for this study. By identifying strengths and weaknesses of a business school's capability to satisfy the expectations of its stakeholders, it should be possible to determine the best way to channel resources and get the best possible results. Further, by testing the reputation in each stakeholder group separately, it is possible to potentially improve programs.
The main reason for this analysis is the question of advantages and disadvantages of using the same measure of reputation across multiple stakeholder groups. On one side there is the assumption that individuals who are members of particular stakeholder groups have different sets of criteria when evaluating the school's general reputation. On the other side, it is possible that members of various stakeholder groups use similar criteria while judging reputation. Comparing the possible congruence of an organization's reputation among stakeholder publics will help decide if the conceptual disadvantage of using the same instrument among all stakeholder groups is outweighed by the possibility to compare stakeholder groups.
Methodology
The study presented in this paper used both qualitative and quantitative methodology. The initial stage began with a series of in-depth interviews among members of 14 stakeholder groups of a large business school. This was followed by the development of a reputation measurement instrument which was then applied among three key stakeholder publics.
Qualitative stage
The first stage of the study included exploring how members of various stakeholder groups view reputation and determining if there is a significant difference in the understanding of the term. This was done by using in-depth interviews. Since resources, time and finances for the study were limited, it was necessary to prioritize the list of stakeholders to be interviewed. In order to that we included a group of experts who have a high level of familiarity with the academic sector, particular school and specific circumstances. All of the five experts are professors at the university and have been working there for at least 15 years. In the course of two meetings we had extensive discussions on various groups that are related to and affected by the university and school. These discussions ended with a list of potential stakeholders that were included in the qualitative stage of the study. They were divided into internal and external stakeholders. Internal stakeholders included employees of the school (administrative staff, teaching assistants, research assistants, professors, department heads and school management representatives), and students (undergraduate, graduate, doctoral). External stakeholders included high school students, their parents, members of the ministry of science, members of university management, journalists, local community representatives and deans of other faculties within the university. The final number of in-depth interviews was 25. Each interview lasted 60 minutes on average. After conducting the interviews, all of the answers were transcribed and analyzed by two researchers. The transcripts served as the sources of data for content analysis. Responses to each interview were unitized before they were coded.
Exploring academic reputation
We expected members of various public to have different descriptions of what reputation is. According to Bromley (2002) and Dowling (1988) reputation is similar within various stakeholder groups, but different between them. So we predicted that the respondents within the organizations and the ones outside the organization would name diverse elements of reputation. This however did not prove to be true. The majority of respondents had a relatively similar view of what reputation is. Most of the respondents described it as a general perception based on how an organization contributes to the wellbeing of particular publics. So, the majority of respondents, regardless of the stakeholder group they belong to used consistent terms in describing the reputation of academic institutions.
This, relatively high level of agreement when it comes to defining reputation allowed us to conclude that there was no need for different instruments for each particular public. This postulation is similar to the one Helm (2007) reached when she concluded that individuals do not reduce their evaluations of reputational attributes solely on the ones most relevant for their own stakeholder groups, but broaden them outside of traditional boundaries.
Quantitative stage
Developing an appropriate measurement instrument for evaluating reputation is the key element of managing reputation. As part of this study we developed a measurement instrument based on the academic institutions' reputation quotient suggested by Vidaver-Cohen (2007) . The original model consists of 26 items which represent eight dimensions of academic reputation. For the questionnaire used in this study we added six items that emerged as relevant during the qualitative stage. In the initial questionnaire participants stated their level of agreement on a five point Likerttype scale. Eight dimensions proposed by Vidaver-Cohen include: performance, services, products, leadership, governance, workplace climate, citizenship and innovation. Items that represent these dimensions are presented in Table I .
Since the qualitative stage signaled there was no need for the development of different instruments for each particular public, the initial questionnaire was first pre-tested and then applied among three chosen key stakeholder groups -general public, employees of the school and fourth year students. Different stakeholder groups possess different levels of influence on an organization, and chosen three groups are the ones that affect the school the most. Additionally, these were the groups that were comparable by size and could thus be used to test the congruence of their factor structures.
The general public was interviewed by using the computer-assisted telephone interviewing method. The sample size was 400 respondents. Employees of the business school were questioned through the computer-assisted web interviewing method. The sample frame included all of the school's employees (both teaching and administrative staff; n ¼ 382). They were informed about the research goals through electronic mail and were kindly asked to fill in the questionnaire on the sent link. The first mail was followed by two reminders. Finally, 154 questionnaires were completed. Students of the school were also questioned by using the computer-assisted web interviewing method. The sample frame included all fourth year students. Fourth year students were chosen because they have the most experience with the school and are ready to express their opinion about their perceptions. They were informed about the research goals during class and were asked to sign in their electronic mail address if they were willing to participate in the study. The students that signed in their address received brief information and the link to the questionnaire. The first invitation was followed up 166 CCIJ 21,2 with a reminder. Out of the 1,132 students (the sample frame), 446 students completed the questionnaire. All three questionnaires (for the general public, for the employees and for the students) were the same with some minor adjustments in the demographic questions.
Results
In order to answer the main goal of the study and determine the dimensions of academic reputation, the first step in the analysis was a main components factor analysis on the complete sample (n ¼ 870). The factor analysis (with direct oblimin rotation) resulted in three factors with eigenvalues larger than 1. Neither the number of Factor Performance 1.
Employs prestigious professors 2.
Professors have high levels of publishing 3.
Attracts best students 4.
Enables good employment after graduation 5.
High level of income from business projects Services 6.
Helps students find employment after graduation 7.
Graduates are well equipped for the workplace 8.
High-quality lectures 9.
Gives a lot for tuition Products 10.
Creates capable experts 11.
Stands behind its scientific results Leadership 12.
Has capable leadership 13.
Is well organized 14.
Has a clear vision for development Governance 15.
Governing is transparent 16.
Follows ethical principles 17.
Is fair toward all partners: students, employees, public Workplace climate 18.
Employees are fairly awarded for their work 19.
Shows concern for employee wellbeing 20.
Offers equal opportunities for all Citizenship 21.
Is responsible to the community 22.
Supports charities 23.
Has a positive influence on society Innovation 24.
Has a contemporary study program 25.
Follows trends in conveying knowledge 26.
Quickly adapts to change Additional items 27.
Is international renown 28.
Successfully fights corruption 29.
Can be trusted 30.
Is represented well in public 31.
It is a matter of prestige to be a student of this school 32.
Offers world-level knowledge 
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Exploring academic reputation factors, nor their structure followed the theoretical dimension structure proposed by Vidaver-Cohen (2007) . The first factor explained 52.66 percent of variance, the second 3.96 percent and the third 3.91 percent. Additionally, we tested the factor structure of the results with excluded additional items 27-32 (ones added based on the results of the qualitative stage). Once analyzed, these results were similar to the first version of the factor analysis and yielded three factors that explain 61.73 percent of variance (first factor explains 52.68 percent of variance, second 4.58 percent of variance and third 4.47 percent of variance).
After the results of the qualitative stage indicated that there was no need for separate measurement instruments for various publics, this was also checked in the quantitative stage. Average agreement with each of the items was compared among the three publics and the analysis of variance showed that there are significant differences in almost all items. The results of the analysis of variance are shown in Table II .
The analysis of variance showed significant differences in average ratings for almost all of the items, so the next step was to conduct separate factor analyses for each ANOVA Items F Sig.
1. Employs prestigious professors 1,490 0.226 2.
Professors have high levels of publishing 5,572 0.004 3.
Attracts best students 52,932 0.000 4.
Enables good employment after graduation 26,237 0.000 5.
High level of income from business projects 10,934 0.000 6.
Helps students find employment after graduation 60,997 0.000 7.
Graduates are well equipped for the workplace 56,241 0.000 8.
High-quality lectures 30,696 0.000 9.
Gives a lot for tuition 61,794 0.000 10.
Creates capable experts 27,457 0.000 11.
Stands behind its scientific results 7,325 0.001 12.
Has capable leadership 38,085 0.000 13.
Is well organized 147,062 0.000 14.
Has a clear vision for development 21,034 0.000 15.
Governing is transparent 61,620 0.000 16.
Follows ethical principles 33,633 0.000 17.
Is fair toward all partners: students, employees, public 41,082 0.000 18.
Employees are fairly awarded for their work 3,517 0.030 19.
Shows concern for employee wellbeing 25,319 0.000 20.
Offers equal opportunities for all 9,884 0.000 21.
Is responsible to the community 10,618 0.000 22.
Supports charities 2,394 0.092 23.
Has a positive influence on society 27,089 0.000 24.
Has a contemporary study program 53,298 0.000 25.
Follows trends in conveying knowledge 36,059 0.000 26.
Quickly adapts to change 31,717 0.000 27.
Is international renown 4,401 0.013 28.
Successfully fights corruption 24,852 0.000 29.
Can be trusted 34,470 0.000 30.
Is represented well in public 56,025 0.000 31.
It is a matter of prestige to be a student of this school 60,606 0.000 32.
Offers world-level knowledge 17,816 0.000 Note: Entire sample -n ¼ 870 of the publics (with all of the items included, both theoretical and the ones added after the qualitative stage).
The principal component analysis conducted on the general public sample (n ¼ 400) yielded five factors that explain 66.15 percent of the variance. Just as with the previous analysis there is one major factor that accounts for 50.80 percent of the variance and four smaller factors that explain from 3.13 to 4.55 percent of the variance. Characteristic roots, percentages of explained variance and cumulative percentages of explained variance are shown in Table III .
The principal component analysis conducted on the general student sample (n ¼ 348) yielded four factors that explain 60.19 percent of the variance. Again, there is one major factor that accounts for 48.06 percent of the variance. Characteristic roots, percentages of explained variance and cumulative percentages of explained variance are shown in Table IV .
Finally, factor analysis conducted on the employee sample (n ¼ 119) ended with four factors that explain 72.61 percent of the variance. The first, major, factor accounts for 61.09 percent of the variance and three smaller ones explain from 3.18 to 4.75 percent of the variance. Characteristic roots, percentages of explained variance and cumulative percentages of explained variance are shown in Table V .
In further analysis items from the questionnaire were matched with the factor for which their primary loading was the highest. The results are shown in Table VI 
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Exploring academic reputation
To further test the similarity of factor solutions among different publics, we calculated the congruence coefficients which are shown in Table VII .
According to Fulgosi (1979) only those factors that have a congruence coefficient of 0.80 or higher can be considered identical, which means that none of the examined factors match. Part of this can be ascribed to differences in methodology (CATI vs CAWI), and various sample characteristics. Using different survey techniques can potentially affect the responses given by interviewees. For instance, the absence of the interviewer determines the quality of data and can influence the answers given by respondents.
Item
General public Employees Students Additionally, a certain level of sampling bias was unavoidable since sample frames for selected populations were so different. This affects both external and internal validity and through this -final results. However, results do indicate that factor structures do not mirror factor structures presented in the literature review. This is underlined with the number of factors each sample has produced as well as with different primary loadings for same items. Not only do results show differences among theoretical suppositions and empirical results, but they also show differences among various stakeholder groups. Even though the qualitative part of the study indicated toward a similarity among elements that comprise reputation for various stakeholder groups, the results from the quantitative part present a different situation -same items have differing weight in the reputation picture, when various stakeholder groups are considered. Additionally, the dominance of the first factor in each of the analyzed stakeholder group is very high which brings into question the multidimensional structure of reputation.
Discussion
The major goal of this study was to determine dimensions of academic reputation and try to answer the question -do members of different publics have similar or differing perceptions of an organization's reputation. We wanted to explore whether reputation is an aggregate concept or if organization's various stakeholder groups (by being exposed to differing signals) form stakeholder-specific reputations. Do they use similar or different criteria when judging organizational reputation?
Since corporate reputation has been conceptualized and measured both as unidimensional concept (Anderson and Robertson, 1995; Safón, 2009 ) and as multidimensional construct (Fombrun et al., 2000; Walsh et al., 2009) we wanted to apply this question onto academic reputation. During the first stage of the study, we asked members of various stakeholder groups to give us their opinion on what constitutes an overall academic reputation. We also wanted to know what causes good and bad reputations of academic institutions, and what the consequences of these reputations are. We asked about key areas of particular importance to academic institutions and their reputations. Even though we expected that each stakeholder group will use different criteria for assessing academic reputation (as in Sjovall and Talk, 2004; Tuck, 2012) , results of this stage indicated that there is a relatively high level of consensus among different stakeholder groups as to what key reputation dimensions are. This is in line with the results of Helm's (2007) study in which consumers, employees and private investors all named similar characteristics of reputable companies. Since there was a rather high level of consensus on what forms good academic reputation, we proceeded with the development of only one questionnaire for reputation measurement to be applied among all of the chosen stakeholder groups.
However, the quantitative stage of the study showed that similarities in defining reputation (among various stakeholder groups) do not automatically indicate similar perceptions of an organization's reputation. Statistical analysis showed that three examined publics (general public, employees and students) perceive a different number of dimensions (with only one dominant dimension emerging), and that those dimensions are represented by different items of the questionnaire. Each Members of particular publics have varying experiences with (and knowledge about) the organization which results in the different significance of particular items and dimensions. Employees and students have a higher level of interaction with the organization and therefore have a clearer and more detailed picture of particular attributes of the school (therefore items such as "Graduates are well equipped for the workplace" and "High quality lectures" are part of their primary factor). On the other hand, the general public can only guess while evaluating certain items, which means most items are evaluated as a reflection of their general attitude which is internalized through secondary sources. Schultz et al. (2001) warned about this type of problem in operationalizing the reputational concept. They noticed that respondents commonly use intuition in judging multidimensional concepts and do not discriminate the criteria in detail. As Helm (2007) concludes, respondents who do not have a detailed knowledge of the organization, judge its reputation by the dimensions they know, or by a general impression they have. Characteristics of the organization that are of particular value to a specific public shape their evaluation of all other dimensions.
The results of this study show that in our case the evaluation of reputation was unidimensional. Although searching for many, we have found only one dominant dimension forming reputation evaluations in each of the stakeholder groups: employees, students and the general public. By implication we have to conclude that facing them with multidimensional questionnaires only forces them to generate responses to specific questions by deducing them from a general attitude.
Implications
Occam's Razor demands that among competing hypotheses with similar predictive quality we select the one with fewest assumptions. While there is a tendency to increase complexity of conceptualization and measurement of reputation (e.g. Cian and Cervai, 2014) , the presented study implies another direction: a simplified measure focussed on one dimension. As reputation is an attitudinal concept that evades direct observation, its physical existence is present only in antecedents (e.g. corporate behavior and communications) and consequences (e.g. lower transaction costs). Literature suggests that there is a need to develop two competing lines of research -complex and multidimensional (Fombrun et al., 2000; Walsh et al., 2009 ) and simple and unidimensional (Anderson and Robertson, 1995; Safón, 2009) and submit them to a program of competitive falsification. One could object that a unidimensional measure of reputation would be of limited practical use as it would not give rich information about how corporations are doing and how they should improve their performance. In response to such critique: the most stable and enduring measure of corporate assets is unidimensional -it is profit.
Described results indicate a possible new direction in academic reputation measurement and management. Obviously, it is almost impossible to communicate with only one public in today's complex communicational surroundings (Helm, 2007) . In order to better measure and manage academic reputation it is therefore necessary to develop a questionnaire that will take into account the unidimensionality of reputation as well as the specific stakeholder groups of a particular organization. It is probably best to adopt Fombrun's approach according to which the best way to determine reputation of an organization all of organizations constituents should be included and an organization-specific measure can thus be developed. "This would not only permit an examination of differences and similarities between and among stakeholder groups, but also help us understand how the perceptions of various self-serving stakeholders come together to form one reputation" (Fombrun, 1996, p. 396) .
Conclusions and limitations
We conducted an exploratory study of academic reputation in order to examine what determines reputation for various stakeholders of a business school. We identified a difference in the way particular stakeholder groups perceive reputation, but in each of 172 CCIJ 21,2 the groups there was a strong dominance of one general reputational factor. Since the number of studies that explore multiple stakeholder groups' perceptions of reputation is still quite small (Helm, 2007) , this can be considered a step in the right direction.
Future research should apply a new, shortened questionnaire in other institutions and simultaneously try to avoid some of the limitations of this study such as differing methods of data collection and allow complete anonymity to all respondents (especially employees of an institution). As with all empirical studies our limitations, potentially constraint the application of our findings. The most obvious restriction is the fact that the study was conducted in just one business school among only three stakeholder groups. In order to reach any general conclusions it would be necessary to include a wider range of organizations and stakeholder groups. That way a theoretical framework could be developed and the concept of academic reputation unidimensionality could be explored further.
